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Opi nion by Holtzman, Adm nistrative Trademark Judge:

Bristol -Mers Squibb Conpany is seeking to register the mark
PRI NCETON PHARMACEUTI CAL PRODUCTS for a "house mark for a |line of
phar maceutical preparations,” in International Cass 5.1 The
application is based upon an allegation of a bona fide intention

to use the mark in commerce.

! Application Serial No. 78222332, filed March 6, 2003.
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The trademark exam ning attorney has refused registration
under Section 2(e)(2) of the Trademark Act on the ground that
applicant's mark is primarily geographically descriptive of its
goods.

Wien the refusal was made final,?

appl i cant appeal ed.
Briefs have been filed. An oral hearing was not requested.
It is the examning attorney's burden to establish the prim
facie case in support of the refusal of registration. A prim
facie case for refusal under Section 2(e)(2) that the mark is
primarily geographically descriptive of the goods requires a
showi ng that (1) the mark's primary significance is a generally
known geographic location; and (2) that the relevant public would
be likely to make a goods/pl ace association, i.e., would be
likely to think that the goods originate (or will originate) in
the place naned in the mark. See In re Save Veni ce New York
Inc., 259 F.3d 1346, 59 USPQR2d 1778 (Fed. Cr. 2001); Inre
Nant ucket, 677 F.2d 95, 213 USPQ 889 (CCPA 1982); and In re
California Pizza Kitchen, Inc., 10 USPQ2d 1704 (TTAB 1988).

A mark is not "primarily" geographic where the geographic
meaning i s mnor, obscure, renote, or unconnected with the goods.

In re Wada, 194 F.3d 1297, 52 USPQ2d 1539 (Fed. G r. 1999); and

2 The exanmining attorney al so i ssued and subsequently made final a
requi rement under Trademark Rule 2.61(b) that applicant specifically
state whether or not its goods are nanufactured in Princeton, New
Jersey. W have deened this requirenment waived as discussed later in
t hi s deci si on.
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In re Loew s Theatres, Inc., 769 F.2d 764, 226 USPQ 865, 867
(Fed. Cir. 1985) (use of a geographic termin a fictitious,
arbitrary or fanciful manner, is not "primarily" as a geographic
desi gnation.)

Thus, registration should not be refused where, for exanple,
there is a genuine issue that the place nanmed in the mark is so
obscure or renote that purchasers would fail to recognize the
termas indicating the geographical source of the goods to which
the mark is applied; or (2) an admttedly well-recogni zed term
has ot her meani ngs, such that the term s geographi cal
significance may not be the primary significance to prospective
purchasers. See In re Canbridge Digital Systens, 1 USPQ2d 1659
(TTAB 1986).

Where, on the other hand, there is no genuine issue that the
geogr aphical significance of a termis its primary significance
and where the geographical place is neither obscure nor renote, a
public association of the goods with the place may ordinarily be
presuned fromthe fact that the applicant's own goods cone from
t he geographical place naned in the mark. See In re Societe
Ceneral des Eaux Mnerals de Vittel S. A, 824 F.2d 957, 3 USPQd
1450 (Fed. Cir. 1987); and In re Canbridge D gital Systens,
supr a.

Turning to the first part of the test, the exam ning

attorney has submtted a |listing from The Anerican Heritage
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Dictionary of the English Language, Fourth Edition (2000) that
identifies "Princeton" as "[a] borough of central New Jersey
north-nort heast of Trenton. Founded by Quakers in 1696." This
entry goes on to describe Princeton as "the seat of Princeton
Uni versity (established in 1746...)."% The exanining attorney
also refers to a listing fromthe sanme dictionary that defines
"pharmaceutical” as "a pharnaceutical product or preparation.”
Appl i cant does not contend that "Princeton" is obscure or
renote or that it is not a generally known geographic place.
Rather it is applicant's contention that the primary significance
of Princeton is not geographic because it has anot her neaning
whi ch is not geographic. Applicant notes that "Princeton is the
home to Princeton University, a prestigious, world-renowned
uni versity founded centuries ago" as well as other esteened
educational institutions. (Response dated February 25, 2004, p.
2.) Applicant has submtted a page fromthe website of Princeton
Uni versity (www. princeton.edu) containing a brief background and
description of the University; and an entry for "Princeton
University" fromthe website of http://en.w ki pedia.org ("the
free encyclopedia”) stating that the University is "located in
Princeton, New Jersey,” that it is "one of the eight Ivy League

universities," and that it is "wdely regarded as one of the nobst

3 W take judicial notice of an entry in Mcrosoft Encarta College
Dictionary (2001) that identifies "Princeton" as a "town" in New
Jersey.
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prestigious universities in the world." Applicant has al so
submtted the following entry from The Col unbi a Gazetteer of
North Anmerica (2000) identifying "Princeton” as follows
(abbreviations in original):

"borough (1990 pop. 12,016), Mercer co., Wcentral N.J.;

... A leading education center, it is the seat of

Princeton Univ., the Inst. for Advanced Study, Princeton

Theol ogi cal Sem nary, Westm nster Choir Co., St.

Joseph's Col., and other institutions. Home to nunerous

natl. and internatl. corporate research centers and hq.

Further, applicant states, "there are two federal trademark
regi strations for PRI NCETON and PRI NCETON UNI VERI STY [sic], which
are based on the acquired distinctiveness of the term PRI NCETON
under Section 2(f) of the Trademark Act." (Response dated
February 25, 2004, p. 2.) Applicant has subm tted copi es of
these registrations fromthe USPTO s TARR dat abase. *

Based on the above evi dence, applicant concludes that the
association of the term"Princeton" wth prestigi ous academ cs

"is of equal if not greater significance than its association

with a geographic locale." (Brief, p. 3.)

* Registration No. 1498976 of PRI NCETON UNI VERSITY for "providing

educati onal services at the college and university level"; issued
August 2, 1988 to The Trustees of Princeton University; Sections 8 and
15 affidavits accepted and acknow edged, respectively. "University" is

di scl ai ned.

Regi strati on No. 2219263 of PRINCETON for a variety of goods and
servi ces including pre-recorded audi o and vi deo tapes, conputer
progranms, jewelry, publications, and variety store services; issued
January 1, 1999 to The Trustees of Princeton University; Sections 8 and
15 affidavits accepted and acknow edged, respectively.
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W find that the evidence sufficiently denonstrates that
"Princeton"” is the nane of a generally known geographic |ocation
that is not obscure or renote to the public. The termis defined
first as a geographic location in the dictionary reference
submtted by the exam ning attorney as well as the Gazetteer
reference supplied by applicant. The description of Princeton,
New Jersey in these references in such terns as the "location

of ," "honme of," or "seat of" the renown Princeton University as
wel | as other |eading research and educational facilities clearly
enhances the ternl s geographic significance.

The evi dence al so shows that the geographic significance is
the primary significance of the mark. W are unpersuaded by
applicant's argunent that the primary significance of "Princeton”
i s not geographi c because the term has ot her neanings, and in
particular, its association "with prestigious academcs." As the
exam ning attorney states in her brief, and the evidence shows,
Princeton is "first and forenmost" a geographic location.® To the
extent that "Princeton" does evoke an association with
educational centers and institutions, that neaning is geographic

as well. That is, the "educational™ connotation is so closely

connected to the town of Princeton that it does not overcone that

®> Applicant's reliance on In re Cotter & Company, 228 USPQ 202 (TTAB
1985) is msplaced here. The evidence in that case identified "Wst
Point" as a mlitary post or installation rather than a geographic
pl ace.
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terms primary neaning as a geographic term See, e.g., Inre
OQoryland USA Inc., 1 USPQ2d 1409, 1413 (TTAB 1986) (finding THE
NASHVI LLE NETWORK primarily geographi cal notw thstandi ng t hat
Nashville "has other imgery than the city of Nashville, e.g.
education, i.e. the 'Athens of the South'; country nusic;
Printer's Alley; a particular nusical sound, i.e., 'The Nashville
Sound', etc."). See also In re Canbridge Digital Systenms, supra
(finding CAMBRI DGE DI A TAL for conmputer systens primarily
geographically descriptive notw thstandi ng that Canbridge is the
name of a noted university in England and that Canbri dge,
Massachusetts is renowned for the educational institutions
| ocated there).

Applicant's reliance on the PRI NCETON and PRI NCETON
UNI VERSI TY regi strations to support its position that the mark is
not primarily geographic is curious. The registrations actually
support the exam ning attorney's position, not the applicant's.
They provide further evidence of the primary neani ng of
"Princeton" as a geographic term The owner of these
regi strations presunmably acknow edged the primary significance of
Princeton as a geographic termas it sought registration based on
a claimof acquired distinctiveness of its marks under Section

2(f) of the Trademark Act.
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To the extent applicant is arguing that the geographic
meani ng of Princeton is no |longer the primary nmeani ng, or that
the primary nmeani ng has been overtaken by its acquired neaning as
an "educational center" in view of the renown of the University,
simlar argunents have been addressed by the Board in the context
of surnanmes. In particular, in In re MDonald s Corporation
230 USPQ 304, 307 (TTAB 1986), the Board hel d:

...[Flor purposes of Section 2(e)(3) of the Act, the
word "primarily" refers to the primary significance of
the term that is, the ordinary neaning of the word,
and not to the terms strength as a trademark due to
wi despread advertising and pronotion of the termas a
mark to identify goods and/or services. [Ctations
omtted.]

In the present situation, the term"MDonal d' s" has no
ordi nary meani ng other than as the possessive formof a
relatively comon surnane in the United States. The
Board readily concedes that the association of
"MCDONALD S" as a source indicating trademark and
service mark has probably overtaken the original
meani ng of the word as a surnanme. However, this is due
to the distinctiveness that has been acquired by the
term over the years.

The primary significance of term"Princeton" is geographic,
and the primary significance of PRI NCETON PHARMACEUTI CAL PRODUCTS
as a whole is geographic. The addition of generic and/or nerely
descriptive words to a geographical term does not overcone the
primary geographic significance of the mark as a whole. See In

re US. Cargo Inc., 49 USPQ2d 1702 (TTAB 1998); and In re

Canbridge Digital Systens, supra. Unlike the conposite marks in
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the cases relied on by applicant such as In re U bano, 51 USPQd
1776 (TTAB 1999) (SYDNEY 2000 for advertising and business
services) and In re JimCrockett Pronotions, Inc., 5 USPQd 1455
(TTAB 1987) (THE GREAT AMERI CAN BASH for westling nmatches),
there is nothing added to PRI NCETON, a geographic term to render
the mark in its entirety registrable. The wordi ng PHARMACEUTI CAL
PRODUCTS is generic for pharmaceutical preparations, and the
conbi nation does nothing to alter the geographic significance of
PRI NCETON al one.

We find no genuine issue that the primary significance of
PRI NCETON PHARMACEUTI CAL PRODUCTS is a geographic place which is
not obscure or renote but rather is generally known to the
publi c.

Wth respect to the second part of the test, the exam ning
attorney argues that purchasers are likely to believe that
applicant's goods wll originate in Princeton because (1) at the
| east, applicant's goods are researched and devel oped in
Princeton and (2) Princeton is known for pharnaceutical products
and pharnmaceutical conpanies. In support of her position, the
exam ning attorney has submtted pages fromapplicant's website
(wwv. brs. conm); pages of an Internet search summary; and excerpts
of articles obtained fromthe NEXI S database. This evidence

shows, according to the exam ning attorney, that pharnmaceutica
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products in general and applicant's pharnmaceutical products in
particul ar are connected to Princeton, New Jersey.

Applicant, on the other hand, argues that the evidence is
insufficient to establish the requisite goods/place association.
Specifically, applicant contends that the exam ning attorney has
not established that Princeton "is known for or associated with
pharmaceuti cal products” (Response dated February 25, 2004, p.
4); that while applicant does maintain a research facility in
Princeton, this fact is not widely known to purchasers such that
there woul d be any association with applicant and Princeton on
the part of consuners at large; that applicant is a gl obal
phar maceuti cal conpany and nmai ntai ns other major research
facilities in the United States and throughout the world; and
that there is no evidence that consuners "nmake any associ ation at
all between Princeton and pharmaceutical products.” (Reply
Brief, p. 3.)

In establishing a prima facie case that there is a
goods/ pl ace associ ati on between pharnmaceuti cal products and
Princeton, the exam ning attorney need not show that the public
woul d actually nake the asserted association, i.e., that the
public actually believes the goods originate in Princeton.

Rat her the exam ning attorney need only show a "reasonabl e basis"
for concluding that the public would make the goods/pl ace

association. In re Loews Theatres, Inc., supra at 868.

10
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Thus, contrary to applicant's contention, the exam ning
attorney need not show that Princeton, New Jersey is "known for
pharmaceutical products” or that applicant's research facility is
"w dely known" to purchasers, or that "consuners at |arge" woul d
actually nmake the association. |In fact, where, as here, it has
been shown that the primary significance of the mark is
geographic and the place is not obscure or renote, it is
sufficient to show that applicant's goods originate or wll
originate in the area naned in the mark.® In re Carolina
Apparel, 48 USPQ2d 1542, 1543 (TTAB 1998) (if a geographic term
inamrk is neither renote nor obscure and the geographic
significance is the primary connotation of the term and where
t he goods or services actually originate fromthe geographic
pl ace designated in the mark, a public association of the goods
or services with the place may ordinarily be presuned); and In re
Handl er Fenton Westerns, 214 USPQ 848 (TTAB 1992). Thus, we turn
to the question of whether applicant's goods originate or wll
originate from Princeton, New Jersey.

W note in this regard that the exam ning attorney required,
in her initial Ofice action, that applicant indicate

specifically whether the goods will be manufactured or produced

® Unlike the obscure and renote French town of Vittel in In re Societe
General des Eaux Mnerals de Vittel S. A, supra, the evidence in the
present case shows that the town of Princeton is generally known to the
Anmerican public.

11
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in, or will have any other connection with, Princeton, New
Jersey. Applicant's response was evasive, stating only that its
corporate offices are located in New York, that it does have a
research facility located in Princeton, New Jersey, and that its
research center is not a manufacturing facility. (Response dated
February 25, 2004, p. 4.) The exam ning attorney, noting that
applicant failed to address the requirenent, nade the requirenent
final. In response, applicant stated: "Applicant wi shes to
clarify that although it has a research facility in Princeton,

t he pharnmaceuticals that are the subject of research are neither
manuf act ured nor otherw se produced at this facility." (Req. for
Recon., unnunb. p. 4, enphasis added.)

It seens to us that applicant has carefully avoided directly
answering the exam ning attorney's inquiry about whether
applicant's pharmaceuticals will be produced in Princeton.
However, because the exam ning attorney did not further pursue
the requirenment or even nention it in either her denial of
applicant's request for reconsideration or her appeal brief, we
deem t he requirenent waived.

Neverthel ess, we find that despite applicant's failure to
answer the question asked, the record as a whole, including the
uncontroverted evidence submtted by the exam ning attorney shows
that the goods do or will in fact come fromPrinceton. The NEXI S

evi dence submtted by the exam ning attorney shows, and applicant

12
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does not dispute, that applicant, Bristol-Mers Squi bb Conpany,
not only researches, but manufactures pharnmaceuticals in
Princeton, New Jersey. For exanple:
Chewabl e Ovcon-35 will be manufactured by Bristol -MWers
Squi bb Co. in Princeton, N.J. .... Pittsburgh Post-
Gazette (Pennsylvania) (Decenber 23, 2003); and also in
Al buquer que Journal (New Mexico) (Decenber 22, 2003).

Reyataz is manufactured by Bristol -Mers Squi bb Co. of
Princeton, N.J. FDA Consuner, Septenber 9, 2003.

Peni nsul a Research Associates .... recently conpleted an

open-1 abel Phase 2 trial of Tequin gatifloxacin,

manuf act ured by Bristol - Mers Squi bb Princeton, N.J.
Applied Cinical Trials (March 1, 2002).

The bridegroom 26, was until |last week a sunmer intern

in the marketing strategy departnment of Bristol-Mers

Squi bb, the pharnmaceuticals manufacturer, in Princeton,

N. J. The New York Tines (August 19, 2001).

Bristol - Mers Squi bb Co., based in Princeton, N.J.,

manuf actures d ucophage .... Crain's Detroit Business

(June 25, 2001).

Applicant's broadly worded identification for a "line of
phar maceuti cal preparations” enconpasses all pharnmaceuticals,
i ncl udi ng those pharnaceuticals referenced above. Even if
applicant's "PRI NCETON' |ine of pharmaceuticals is not or wll
not be actually manufactured in Princeton, at a mninum the
NEXI S and ot her evidence of record shows that significant
activities relating to applicant's pharmaceutical products

emanate from Princeton, New Jersey. Applicant admttedly has a

phar maceutical research facility in Princeton. Moreover,

13
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appl i cant has received nedia recognition relating to the town of
Princeton. The "Newsrooni page of applicant's website contains
an article dated June 24, 2003 fromTine Inc.'s health magazi ne
with the follow ng headline:’

Princeton, New Jersey-Based Bristol-MWers Squi bb Naned

Anmong 10 Heal t hi est Conpani es For Winen In U S.:

Heal t h Report

I n addition, applicant's pharnmaceutical research
headquarters are in Princeton. The follow ng statenent appears
on the "About Us - Qur Conpany — Qur History" page of applicant's
websi t e:

In 1990 the Bristol-Mers Squi bb Pharmaceuti cal

Research Institute was established with headquarters

in Princeton, New Jersey...

Clearly, the record shows that a public association is
i kely between applicant's goods and Princeton, New Jersey in
view of the fact that, at a mninum applicant has a
phar maceuti cal research facility and noreover its pharnmaceutica
research headquarters there. See, e.g., In re Nantucket

Al'l serve, Inc., 28 USPQd 1144, 1146 (TTAB 1993) ( NANTUCKET

NECTARS is primarily geographically descriptive of soft drinks,

" Mpplicant, inits reply brief (p. 4), argues that because this
statenent "was not created by Applicant but rather by a third-party" it
is of no probative value. W find the statement probative, not for the
truth of the matter asserted, but as evidence that applicant has a
substantial presence in Princeton. W also note that the statenent
appears on applicant's own website and applicant has not disputed its
accuracy.

14
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where conpany has its research and devel opnent center, but not
its manufacturing facilities, on Nantucket).

Under the circunstances, nothing nore need be shown by the
exam ning attorney in order to establish a goods/place
association. See In re OQpryland USA Inc., supra at 1413 (TTAB
1986) ("[I]n that the evidence shows a substantial part of
appellant's conmmercial activities emanate fromor are related to
Nashvill e, Tennessee, and that city is not obscure or renote, it
i's unnecessary for the Exam ning Attorney to establish by other
evi dence that a services/place relationship exists between
appellant's services and the city of that nane.").

However, there is additional support in the record for a
goods/ pl ace association. Not only are applicant's own
pharmaceutical research center and headquarters | ocated in
Princeton, but the Gazetteer entry submtted by applicant states
that Princeton is "[h]Jone to nunerous nat[ional], and
internat[ional], corporate research centers and [headquarters]."”
The NEXI S evidence and Internet search sunmary nmade of record by
the examning attorney simlarly indicate that other
pharmaceuti cal conpanies (e.g., Convance, Inc., Novo Nordi sk
Phar maceuti cal s, Ranbaxy Pharnmaceuticals Inc., Lexicon

Phar maceuticals) are |ocated in or near Princeton, New Jersey.

15
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We find that the record establishes prina facie that the
public is likely to believe that applicant's pharnmaceuti cal
products emanate from Princeton, New Jersey.?®

The fact that applicant's corporate headquarters are not in
Princeton or that applicant has research facilities in geographic
| ocations other than Princeton does not detract fromthe prim
faci e case made by the exam ning attorney or the perception of
Princeton as at |east one of the geographic sources of
applicant's pharnmaceuticals. See, e.g., Inre California Pizza
Kitchen, Inc., 10 USPQd 1704, 1706 (TTAB 1988) (whether an
appl i cant manufactures sone of the goods outside of the
geogr aphical area naned in the mark is not controlling).

In further support of its position that the mark is
regi strable, applicant states that it is the owner of an
i ncontestable registration (Registration No. 1432671) for the
sanme mark, PRI NCETON PHARMACEUTI CAL PRODUCTS, for "anal gesics and
anti-inflammatory pharmaceutical preparations.” Applicant argues
that "the nature of the goods in both the prior registration and
the present application is identical, i.e., pharmaceuticals."”

(Brief, p. 9., enphasis in original.) Applicant also states that

8 Thus, this case is distinguishable fromthe cases relied on by
appl i cant such as Hyde Park Clothes, Inc. v. Hyde Park Fashions, Inc.,
93 USPQ 250 (SDNY 1951), aff'd, 204 F.2d 223, 97 USPQ 246 (2d Gr.
1953), cert. denied, 346 U S. 827, 99 USPQ 491 (1953) and In re Jacques
Bernier, Inc., 894 F.2d 389, 13 USPQ2d 1725 (Fed. Cir. 1990). The

evi dence in those cases, unlike the present one, did not establish a
goods/ pl ace associ ati on.

16
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it was the owner of now cancell ed Registration No. 1488069
(cancelled in 1994) "of the sanme mark for the identical goods."
(Brief, p. 2.) It is applicant's contention that the issuance of
these registrations "is prim facie evidence that the [USPTQ did
not consider this mark to be geographically descriptive, which
shoul d govern the current registrability analysis under
principles of res judicata and collateral estoppel.” (1d.)

Applicant did not furnish copies of these registrations or
the contents of the registration files and the Board does not
take judicial notice of such records. However, because the
exam ning attorney did not object on this basis, we w |l consider
applicant's argunents related thereto. For purposes of this
decision, we will assunme that both registrations are what
applicant represents themto be including that they both issued
on the Principal Register.

We disagree that the refusal to register constitutes a
collateral attack on applicant’'s existing Registration No.
1432671. \Wiile the goods in that registration are identified as
"anal gesic and anti-inflanmmatory pharnmaceutical preparations,"”
the goods in the present application are identified broadly as a
"house mark for a line of pharmaceutical preparations,” which
woul d logically include additional and different pharmaceuti cal
products. Omership of an incontestable registration does not

give applicant a right to register the sane mark for different

17
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goods. See In re Loew s Theatres Inc., supra at 869 ("Nothing in
the statute provides a right ipso facto to register a mark for
addi ti onal goods when itens are added to a conpany's |ine or
substituted for other goods covered by a registration."); and In
re Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner, & Smth, Inc., 828 F.2d 1567, 4
USPQ2d 1141 (Fed. G r. 1987) (incontestable registration for
specific services involving credit cards does not automatically
entitle applicant to a registration for broader financi al
services). Each application for registration of a mark for
particul ar goods nust be separately evaluated. 1In re Nett
Designs Inc., 236 F.3d 1339, 57 USPQ2d 1564, 1566 (Fed. G r
2001); and In re MDonal d' s Corporation, 230 USPQ 304,
307 (TTAB 1986). See also In re Stenographic Machines, Inc., 199
USPQ 313, 317 (Commir Pats. 1978) ("Consistency of Ofice
practice must be secondary to correctness of Ofice practice.").

Furthernore, collateral estoppel does not apply to
cancel l ed registrations. A cancelled registration is not
entitled to any of the statutory presunptions of Section 7(b) of
the Trademark Act. See, e.g., In re Hunter publishing Conpany,
204 USPQ 957, 963 (TTAB 1979) (cancellation "destroys the Section
[ 7(b)] presunptions and nmakes the question of registrability 'a
new ball ganme' which nmust be predicated on current thought.").

In any event, applicant has failed to provide potentially

rel evant information about the registrations. W have no

18
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information as to whether those registrations issued under
Section 2(f) and we are left to speculate as to what the record
in those cases showed, such as whether there was any inquiry by
the exam ning attorney in those cases as to the geographic nature
of the mark

Finally, we note that applicant has included in its brief a
typed listing of third-party registrations that consist of or
include the term"Princeton.” The listing identifies only marks,
regi stration nunbers and goods/services. Applicant argues based
on this evidence that the registration of the term"for a broad
spectrum of goods and services...is evidence of its
registrability on the Principal Register." (Brief, p. 10.) The
exam ning attorney objected to the listing only insofar as copies
of the registrations were not submtted and not to the tineliness
of the evidence. W have therefore treated the evidence as
properly of record. However, we find it of no probative val ue
for a nunber of reasons. Mst notably, applicant has omtted
significant information about the |isted registrations such as
whet her the marks issued on the Principal Register, or whether
t hey issued under Section 2(f), or whether the geographic terns
in the marks were disclained, nmaking it inpossible to evaluate
the evidence in any neani ngful way.

W find that the exam ning attorney has made a prinma facie

case that applicant's mark is primarily geographically

19
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descriptive of applicant's goods and that applicant has failed to
rebut the prima facie case. See In re Pacer Technol ogy, 338 F.3d
1348, 67 USPQ2d 1629 (Fed. G r. 2003).

Decision: The refusal to register is affirned.

20



